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STATEMENI}CF FAC?S»,‘

‘_ On May 5, 1983 the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection '
*("DEP") filed with the Court a Verified Complaint and an Order to Show Cause
which the Court signed. Inmar Associates, Inc. ( Inmar") and Marvin H. Mahan
-("Mahan D) filed their Answer and supporting Certifications in opposition to
the application for emergent relief and in response to the Complaint itself.

- On May 27 1983 the parties appeared before the Court which ordered among
. other things, that plaintiff submit a brief supporting its contention that
". Mahan«should be held personally liable—for the clean up'of'alleged

nenvironmental problems at’ the Carlstadt site owned by Imar Associates, Inc.

(" Inmar") The Verified Complaint ssserts that the operations at the

Carlstadt site were conducted by Scientific Chemical Processing, Inc.
("Processing ) Inmar is presently the owner of the Carlstadt ‘land; . the

'apparatus and»tankage.containing the materials.are 0wned~by'Processing or

:_otbers. Mahan is -an officer, director, and stockholder of Inmar..

: The allegatione of the Verified Complaint which relate specifically to

_ defendant Mahan are as follows. o |

7) Defendant Mahan is the individual

. with primary authority for the operations
of Inmar i e % &

' 46) . . . Inmar knew or should have known
of the existence of these hazardous
conditions. Further, Mahan was and
continues to be aware of same.
51) Iomar and Mahan know or should know
and have or should have known at all times
mentiofied in the Complaint of the
hazardous, dangerous and illegal
conditions which exist at the Carlstadt
53) . . . the Hackensack Meadowlands
Commission advised Immar and Mahafi that

thé hazardous conditions at the Carlstadt
site must be immediately remedied.




.71) T Inmar together with Mahan, its
principal director, knew or should have
known of the hazardous conditions present
at the Carlstadt site.

Mahan contends that the recitations of faets“ contained in the
Statement ‘of Facts set forth in plaintiff's Brief and the attachiients thereto,
as well as in tﬁo letters to the Court fram plaintiff's counsel are not
properly before the Court and should not be considered in reaching a
determination ‘upon the issue at hand. In addition the recitations are

inaccurate and misleading. Because they are not‘properly before the Court,

Mahan has not responded to them in this Brief.



» POINT 1
i»THE VERIFIED COMPLAlNi‘fAILS TO SET FORTH' FACTS 6R;§EGAL THEORX.IHAIi
- RENDER MAHAN- PERSONALLY LIABLE FOR 1HE~CLEAKU? AT THE CARLSTADT SITE.
.Plaintiff's‘Conplaint statee that Inmar Associates, Inc; is a New Jetsey
corporation and that Immar is the fee owner of the Carlstadt site: Plain-'

tiff's Complaint describes Mahan and his relationship to the Carlstadt site in

the following ways.x

7) Defendant Mahan is the individual
.. with primary authority for the operations '
. Of Inmar e o o o . o

46) . . : Ijnmg: knew or »Shou;ld havé known
. of the existence of these hazardous
. conditions. Further, Mahan was and
. continues to bée aware of same.

- .51) Inmar and Mahan know or should know
.~ and have or should have known at all times
mentioned in the Complaint of the ‘ '

.~conditions which exist at the Carlstedt
site..

53)’ . + o the Hackensack Meadowlands
Commission advised Inma¥ and Mahan that
the hazardous conditions at the Carlstadt
site must be immediately remedied.

7). .. Inmar together with Mahan, its
principal directof, knew or should have
known of the hazardous conditions present

~ at the Carlstadt site.

Nowhete does pléintiffvellege'that'lnmar'was formed for any purpose
other than a legal business reason as is permitted under N.J.S.A. 14A:2-1,
Nowhete in the Complaint does plaintiff contend that Inmar is
under-capitalized, that Mahan and Inmar ignored corporate formalities or
commingled funds or that Inmar worked a fraud on anyone. Absent such

allegations plaintiff cannot successfully disregard the corporate entity of

Inmar and hold Mahan liable for Immar's obligations. Pardo v. Wilson Line of

Washington, Inc., 414 F.2d 1145 (D.C. Cir. 1969); Zubick v. Zubick, 384 F.2d

267 (3rd Cir. 1967) cert. den. 390 U.S. 988(1968), Von Brimer et al. 'v.
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‘Whilrpool Cor

oration, 362 F.Supp. 11824(N;D; Cai;'i973)i Yet froﬁ;these
~vague statements abqnt‘ﬁhhgn; the plaintiff nrgéa tne Court to disregard the ..
" admittedly valid NeﬁnJefsefnnqrporationvand foAhold Mahan pérsonaiiy |
responéibie for conditions at the Carlstadt site. éuéh a theory,vthat
knowledge of an éffiéve'_r of a cérporat-je. »l}afndnwné: concerning certain alleged |
violations of statutes by a tenant makes that ofﬁ:iqér.per‘sonal_l_y liable, is a
‘rather novel and.fadical-noncépt unsnpportnd3b§iany'intérprétnﬁionzof case
law. Plnintiff'éifes no naSe;tb éUpnntt tﬁin pfoposition; ' o
Mahan's.posigion as "nfinéipal direntoré (whatevér that may mean) and
knowledge of certain events; without more, are totally insufficientmgfounds to

inflict personal liability on Mahan.




PoINT 1T E

PLAINTIFF'S ‘BRIEF FAILS TO STATE A LEGAL THEORX THAT. 1S CONSISTENT WITH THE
ALLEGATIONS OF THE COMPLAINT THAT MAHAN IS PERSONALLY LIABLE FOR THE CLEANUP
OF THE CARLSTADT SITE BECAUSE oF HIS ALLEGED KNOWLEDGE OF CONDITIONS AT THE
SITE.

The.initial butfnaramount difficulty with plaintiff's Brief is that it
advocates legal positions that do not comport with the allegations of the
Complaint. The main thrust of plaintiff's argument is that Mahan is liable A
because he knew of the environmental hazards that Processing was creating at
the Carlstadt site but did nothing to cause the landowner Inmar to remedy

~tbem, 'Thia admiesion thatlneitherilnmar nor‘Mahan»created the environmental
.l.haaarAs 18 ‘borne out by the lack of any euch‘allegations in:the»COmplaint; ‘To
”cgarrive at the questionable conclusion that Mahaﬁ is liable'because:he knew |
about‘thercondition; plaintigf argues the tneory,tnat Inmar's corporate entity
must be disregarded; .Other” than the expediency,ofihaving an additional party

this result. To be sure thete 1is nothing alleged in the Complaint that
Plaintiff advances in its Brief almost all the reasons Courts have
espoused for disregarding a corporate entity. It is most uncleaf which one
plaintiff feels the Court snoqld adopt in\this case. Plaintiff apparently
feels that the repetition of sound theories often enough will generate the
perception that facts and appropriate allegations exist to support the
theories. Perhaps plaintiff feels the 'scatter gun' approaches works,
Picking through the pieces of argument, it seems‘that plaintiff‘s argument
rests upon the "illegal acts"” of Inmar and Mahan's knowing about those 1illegal
acts. Since plaintiff makes no allegations.that Inmar or Mahan committed any

acts other than lawful ownership of the real estate, it is difficult to



- appreciate what the illegal acts are which call for the piercing of Inmar's

corporate existence.

Even when we turn to'the New Jersey Water Pollution.Control Act,

N.J.S.A; SBElOA-I etlseq;, that_plaintiff relies heavily upon, it is apparent

_ that what the law proscribés are acts. Knowledge is fiot an-act, and certainly

there is no indication in the statute that knowledge has anything to do with

responsibility; That statute is therNew Jersey legislation that set up the.

“A'requirement of dischafgers obtaining a permit to regulate discharge of

matérials into the waﬁerways of the statel"N;J.S.A;~58:10A—2; These pérmits;
commonly called NJPDES, are required only if one releases, spills, pumps,

pours, emits, empties, or dumps pollutants into the state's waterways.

'“ N.J.S A. 58: 10A-3(1) A reading of this act reveals that ‘the goal is not the

'immediate-stopping-of;such discharges but the establishment of a schedule of

" compliance to eventually eliminate or minimize discharge of pollutants. This

statute has no“bearing on the issues raised since it in no.way"imposes
liability for cleanups. In addition, Inmar does not fall into this category
of discharger and accordingly, neither can Mahan since the only allegation
laid againstslnmar is ownership of ;he land upon which the alleged discharger,
Processing, operated. |

That the definition of ;person" in the New Jersey Water Pollution
Contral Act (NJWBCA) includes any "responsible corporate official™ is clearly
irrelévant to the issue of Mahan's liability for three reasons.

First, the definition of "person” in éhe NJWPCA includes the term
"responsible corporate official™. Since the NJWPCA proscribes discharges of
pollutantS‘into the waters of'the state without a permit, it stands t6 teason
that the term "responsiblé corporate official” refers to an individual who has
control over a corporate‘discharger which has not obtained a NJfDES perit.

The definition therefore, does not cover defendant Mahan since his position as

a corporate officer involves only Inmar, the lessor of the Carlstadt site,
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-~ which was not obliged to obtain a discharge permit. The definition clearly
rdeals with corporate officers having responsibility for a corporate entity
which_affirmatively ceuses_dischgrges to be made vithout a pefmit. This is
not the case here‘and;ttherefore,‘Mahan does not come under‘the'coverage of
" the NJWPCA.. | |
Secondly;.even if this definition of "person“ did apply toiMahan' it

Vapplies only ‘to acts covered by the NJWPCA and therefore, 1t is misleading
forf the plaintiff to imply that this definition applies to the other laws and
regulations listed in plaintiff'stbrief st page 8. . Each’law-orzreggletion has
Aits own definition and theeothers,do‘not‘include a corporateiofficer in the
.definition'of “person” _ o _“ o

| ' Thirdly, the acts proscribed by the NJWPCA are listed at N.J. 8. A
.58 :10A-6 as follows.i . | "

a)- It shall be unlawful for any person to

‘discharge any pollutant, except in
confofmity with a valid New Jersey

Pemit e . L] .

b) It shall be unlawful for any person to

build, install, modify or operate any ,

facility for the collection, treatment or

discharge of any pollutant; except after

approval by the department . . . .
The NJWPCA prohibits the discharge of pollutants by any-fperson“ or the
installation or operation of any facility by any "person”™ without a permit.
Defendant Mahan did not perform any of the proscribed acts simply by being a
corporate officer of the landowner. The NJWPCA prohibits acts; all the
plaintiff alleges is that Mahan knew about the "illegal” acts of a tenant.
Mahan's knowledge is not sufficient to impose cleennp 1liability.

Plaintiff's allegations against Inmar are not that it took any illegal

acts but merely that, as the owner of the land upon which Processing conducted

its business, Inmar knew or should have known that Processing-was doing

—j-



something illegal and should h&ve taken steps to correct.itr The fact that it

i took the Supreme: Court of New Jersey to decide a key underlying issue, i.e.’

'f was'Processing entitled to a_Temporary_Operating Authority, seems to be of no
"consequencei Apparently; plaintiff feels lnmar should have been prescient and:
unilaterally and at its peril'entered the property and violated‘the terms of

“the defeasance of the property to ?rocéssing under the lease. The fact that

o individually. | _

| Most importantly, the Court should note that the Verified Complaint is

| devoid of any allegation that Jjustifies disregarding the corporate entity on

any theory; No-allegation,is made,'for ingtance, thnt"Inmar'was formedlfo; an

: millegal purpose or that corporate formalities were not followed. Plaintiff's

entire case against Mahan is based upon his alleged knowledge and some vague

r-failure to act. It is interesting to note .that the plaintiff the DEP,

.apparently never thought either Inmar or Mahan was in- any way reSponsible for
the cleanup of the Carlstadt site. It gave no notice to either Inmar or_Mahan
despite the long period of the-alleged illegal conditions —- it merely started
suit; This is inconsistent with-the coutrse of action the DEP took'in regard
to the operator of the facility, Scientific Chemical Processing, Inc., which
was involved in an extensive legal imbroglio with the DEP. |
The difficulty with this logical juggling is that it is faulty. Even
1f there is a legal duty to clean up a site that rests upon the land ownef,
the failure to do so does nOt-make the corporation the alter ego of the |
officers or stockholders of the corporation who fail to cause the corporation
to do 80; nor would such failure result in a fraud or injustice. The
corporate entity can be disregarded only if the éorpotration has committed a
fraud or iﬁ the corporate‘formalities*have'been blataﬁtly ignored.
Plaintiff's argument that Mahan is personallyvliable for Inmar's
responsibilities~bristles with logical fallacies. A representative example of
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those positions is contained in the second paragraph on page nine of
:plaintiff's Brief. A primary fallacy upon which plaintiff builds its argumenti
is that an illegal act of a cofporation renders the corporation 8 principal
director personellyllishle, Were plaintiff's view of disregarding a valid
corporate entity the correct one, there would be no need for corporatiOns

since there could never:be any - limitation ofiliebility once an illegal act
were committed by a corporation; Such a view would render corporate officers
-personaiiy Liable.for:motor’vehicle violations:such as failing to‘have a truck
inspected or.renewing,a registration. Once the illegality has peenvremedied

- by paying a fine or correctinglthe iilegel ocCﬁfrEncé;sdoes plaintiff propose
‘thst‘the corporation springs up enew or has the corporate‘entity'forever-

: disappeared? If it springs up anew, what is the; status of transactions before o
thevabsolution has been given? Surely our courts,have never feached such & |
radical result. tInnsrwwascformed forwamvalid;'1ega1;rea30n -- to ownvreai :
estate and to conduct'é bnsiness of detriving a'profit from renting out the
_property it owns. What plaintiff contends Inmar did illegally was to fail to
clean up an environmental problem created by another party, the tenant. No
case plaintiff cites supports a proposition that such a failure to act is an
"illegal” act or that such a failure justifies disregarding the corporate

entity of Inmar



POINT III
A THIS CASE SHDULD NOT BE TRIED BY BRIEFS.

I.On.May.27 v1983, the retnrn date for,the Order to Show Cause, the Court
decided summarily that an environmental problem exists at the Carlstadt site
which the various defendants are responsible to remedy. The Qourt held that
most of the defendants were :quired to do so be_cause they owned and operated
the ﬁaciliéy; Inmar;'which.does not own:the plant on the Carlstadt site, the
Court held toibe rEspQﬁsibleAAs‘the owner of thetland;’ This is,the.rosult
sought'by'plaintiff *?ithat the matter be décided.summafily; Noﬁ,‘plaintiff's
'Brief in support of itS‘position that defendant Hahan‘be held individually
'-liable, the voluminous attachments thereto, and a supplementary letter
indicate that plaintiff has changed its view and wants the best of both u
vworlds.‘ Plaintiff's Brief and correspondence are, in effect, an attempt to
try this case by brief since plaintiff seeks to present documents for the
»Court 8 consideration that are not part of the record of this case and are
Aextraneous. Mahan, or any other defendant for that matter; should not be
depriﬁed of the right to a trial, if in fact a cause of action has been
stated; It 1is not the purpose of these briefs-nhich the Court has asked be
submitted to present eévidence or to be in iieu of a trial. If the Court finds
that a cause of action has been stated,'a trial should follow‘at”which'time
Mahan will address the evidence that will be presented pursuant to the Rules
of Court and not as the various attachments have now been laid before the.
Court without even a supporting affidavit. R.1:6~6. For that feason, this
Brief does not respond to plaintiff's inappropriate presentation of documents
to the Court in its Brief, in the cover letter, and in the subsequent lettefr
of plaintiff's counsel to the Court.

The proceedings at this point are circumscribed by what is contained in

the Complaint not by documents not properly before this Court as evidence and



inferences plaintiff seeks to draw from them. -ThGSe docunents bear no

o relation to the issue of the sufficiency of the Verified Complaint. If the
_ Court decides the Complaint does state a cause of action against Mahan, by

plaintiff's own admission by reciting 1ts version of facts and by attaching a

plethora of unrelated documents the matter cannot proceed in & summary
fashion. This matter should not be tried,by briefs. If a cause of action has
been stated, then Mahan 1s entitled,to‘have-nis day in court especially since
the "facts" plaintiff relies upon to establish 1iability are primarily

knowledge ‘Mahan allegedly had about conditions at the Carlstadt site.



CONCLUSION -

Fér"thé reasons stated ébove; Makian asks that the Complaint against him

 be dismissed.

Respéctfully submitted,

Edward J. Egan, attorney fof
"~ Inmar Assoclates; Inc. and
Marvin H. Mahan.

-12-



'PLAN FOR REMEDIATION OF CARLSTADT SITE
 BACKGROUND

Tnis remediation plan is'being submitted by Irmar Associates, lnc.
. ("Inmar"); the landowner of'the’CarISEadt site in response to an Order entered .
~“by Judge Stanton in an actidnnbrdught'by the New Jersey Department of
| Environmental Protection for the cleanup of the.site. This Plan is being
,subnit:ed ﬁithbut>prejudice.to'the:rights of Immar, including its rights
L‘aéainst.other parties'to the‘suit,and unnamed parties‘and its rights to
' contest the determination of the Court that it is responsible for the ¢leatiup
: of the site and is not to be deemed an admission of liability._ . |

! The site consists of six acres and has on it a small cinder block office
building and 59 units that are apparently the property of Scientific Chemical
AProcessing; Inc. (" Processing ),'the tenant'and operatOr of a reclamation
'.business on the site. It isllnmar understanding, gleaned'from'persons
associated with Processing, that Processing engaged in the business of
| reclaiming materials for sale for their BTU contént from off-spec and used
items. Thue the materials had a commercial value. It would appear that the
| material remaining on the site is low grade buinable material or material that
for one reason or another'has become mixed with non-burnable elements,
Primarily water but which still has commercial value. No 1list prepared by

either Processing or DEP that is of any help in describing the material.
SAMPLING AND TESTING

Because there exists no useful information to determine the natute of the
material in the 59 units, the first step to remediating conditions at the site

is the sampling and testing of the 59 units. These units consists of 14



The drums weuld pe-remoVéd firs:. leLQwed,by any units that appear
structurally unsoﬁnd;“'Ap:iniiialeexeminetien‘woﬁid suggest that not mote than
48‘of the-units may . havefstfuctﬁral'prbblemsl' ‘ | ' '

It is difficult to’ evaluate the time that would be required to empty and
:emove.the remaining eontainers.' All the disposers are in agréement that it
will take three to six months beeause of the dIVetSevehafaetegistics of the
- material, ie. some easily-puﬁpgbieAand’theprestjppesept problems because of

the viscosgity of the‘material:
PAYMENT FOR WORK AND ULTIMATE DISPOSITION OF THE BROPERTY

_.fhere-hape been_elaims that‘pfoﬁlems beset,Processipg»in its atteﬁpts'to
" remove the'material and‘thexcontainere beceuse:of the i?ck of.cooperatiOn of -
the Department of Environmental Protection.‘ The'DEP-repéftealy refused
'permission to permit removal of  the material except. under the most onerous
conditions; This catch—22 situation stymied efforts to sell or dispose of the
'meterlal. Key to the ability of Inmar to carry this proposal to fruition is
its.finding a developeg'of the real estate. AObV10051Y, no developer wants to
get involved in a frustrating hassle that has no promise of success. -
Apparently, the approval of the DEP and the HMDC will be tequired béfore the
property can.be built dpon. To move this along, the parties will need the
Court's assistance so that the property will net‘be 1eft.dangling,and forlorn
with none of the agencies involved willing to sign off orf to grant the

. necessaryApermi;s for building to commence. - Once remediation is completed to
the Court's satisfaction, building permits should be issued. Inmar wiéhee to
sell the property, which is zoned Ligh; Industry, not only to generate the

~ funds necessary to pay for the remedial work but a—-_lsé because it feels the
propefty.shouid be,pﬁt to an economic ise eonsisgenc,withrche development of

the area. Iniar has beén looking for a purchaser, and most recently has had



over—-the-road trailers and one sludge box with the rest of the units being
stationary'ianké rénging iﬁ éizexfrom A,OOO-to'ZO,QOO galions; Most éf the -
units contain Qarying quantities of sludge of various viscosities. Thus, |
rgﬁova;»éf tﬁe matefial is not a éimplE»ﬁétﬁef of pumping the material out and
either sell;ég the,mate#ial or disposing of it. Both the nat@ré of the
 material as either hazardous or non-hazardous and its viscosity must be
detefmiﬁed before the next stage, the removal from the site, can be precisely

described.
REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL

Material that is found to be ﬁo@*h&ia;ﬂéué_aﬁdveasiiy pumpable will be

© removed quiékly and gither goid or'aispoged of. The same is t;ue.of eisilj

| bﬁip#ﬁlexhazaxﬁoﬁ5>ma£ef131, The fact that mtteri#l hay be hazar&ous doééyﬂot'
‘ determine whethér 1t can be sold of whether it will have to be disposed of.
Thét_ﬁéiérmﬁnatiOn-wi;l:be baSGGKUPén.whe;héf the material can be bérned ﬁov

recover its BTU value. It would appear that a majority of the material cam be

" butned.

- Sludge with a thick viscosity will have to be extracted from the
containers in various fashions deperiding on how fluid it is. This may involve
cutting the tanks to get thé material out: Some of this sludge may have to be
solidified further once it has beén removed from the tank so that it can be
transported, and this will be done on the site on an existing cemént pad.

That step will enable the material to be more easily moved to a disposal site.
The trailers and tanks will either be cleaned and reclaimed or cut up and

disposed of. Indications are that, aside from containers that are weak



structurally, most if not all of the trailers and tanks ¢an be reclaimed and

" sold for reuse.

~ There are 44 drums on site which will be renoved-imgediately as soon as

their contents are ascertained.

'WHO WILL DO THE WORK

Immar has had discussions and eonferences'with dt least séven po&ential

~ disposers who have indicated a willingness to undertake the remedial work

described hetein. They are: B

- All County Environmental Services
: Edgewater, ‘New Jersey '

SGA,Chemical Services

Newark,. New Jersey

- Waste Conversion, Inc.
~ Hatfield, Pennsylvania

B&T Environmental‘Services

Ridgewoiod, New Jersey

Olsen & Hassold

Paterson, New Jersey

- S&W -
Kearny, New Jersey

Inland Water Pollution Control

Detroit, Michigan

TIME SCHEDULE

Once approval for the plan is obtained from the Court, the sampling would

require four to seven days to completea-°

There will be three samples taken

from each of thée 59 containers, one each from the top, bottom, and middle,

each of which will have to be tested.

threeto four weeks.

This would indicate a testing period of

The sampling and testing will be done by ome of thé above

companies or their affiliated laboratory or by another approved laboratory.



serious discussions with ICOS International, a substantial engineering and

~ land development company, which has expressed a willingness to erect a

oﬁeaétory 35,000 squerelfeot office building if the environmental problems can ‘

' be resolved. Immar looks for the help of the Court to implement and complete
this inté_sx;,a_l A'perit 'o’f" the remedia'ti‘on plan.-

The property is thus the source of the funds for the remedial work. The
: six acteés are assessed at $703 400 which appears to be adequate to pay for the

cleanup,

- Dated: June 30, 1983 © . - - -
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TO OUR STOCKHOLDERS:

It is a pleasure to advise you of the progress of your Company

in this, our Second Annual Report, which is for the fiscal year
ending October.31,.1967. ’ :

For the year your Management Team accomplished most of |

its goals which were an increase in sales, an increase in profits, and
an increase in eqity, so that we may continue our expansion. Sales
increased through both internal growth and acquisition to
$1,500,000. Record net income (after provision for income taxes)
of $47,500 equalled eamnings of 13c¢ per share on the average shares
outstanding during the year. |

Some of the highlights for the year were as follows:

We have expended approximately $300,000 in expanding
our chemical recovery units. Included are expansion of our phos-
phoric acid recovery uriit, the installation of 2 “thin-Alm” evaporator
unit for the recovery of solvents from heavy sludges which were
formerly non-recoverable, installation of two stainless steel corrosion
resistant vacuum distillation columns, and a copper chemical te-
covery unit. These last three items should be completed in the
first half of 1968 and will contribute to profits in the last half of
the year.

In June, at the Special Stockholders Meeting, the stockholders
ratified the sale of 100,000 shares of stock to the investment house
of Allen & Company, New York. In October, Mr. Roland D.
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stock to the investment house
In October, Mr. Roland D.

Crandall, Vice Presidenit of Allen & Company, was el‘ec"'tea‘ a Dxrector
of Scientific. - _
In October; we acquired the Eastern Industrial Corp., a

| company engaged in the industrial disposal business in Philadelphia.

is acquisition opens up a new area for us and allows us to expand

into the growing Eastern Pennsylvania, Southern New Jersey, and
- Delaware regions. - : ‘

Your Comp y wﬂl conﬁ‘mie to concéni:_gat;év primarily -in"tzhe
field of water and air pollution and its approach will be. the recovery

of chemicals in order to reduce both air and water pollution. For

example, chemical solvents and hydrocarbons, which are responsible

~ for much of the highli' publicized smog problem, will be recovered
a

for use in paint and lacquer thinners. Chemicals from the petro-

chemical industry; which give off black smoke and acrid odors when

burned, will be processed and treated to eliminate air pollution.
. We are confident that our field of endeavor is a growing field

and that your Company will continue. to. aﬁ:a'nd as‘more and more .
po

ution. For the last 30

emphasis is placed on the prevention of
years, recovery of chemicals has been on the basis of economics. The
product had to be worth more than the cost to recover; it was

- cheaper and easier to burn by-products or to dump them down the
sewer, even if the waste polluted the air and rivers. With the

presefit emiphasis ofi ¢lean strearns and ¢lean air, ibdustry must now
'Ea;c;e up to the fact that their waste cannot simply be burned or
thrown away, but must be disposed of in a scientific, approved
manner. Your Company is providing this needed service and ic
doing so, will continue to grow.

For the coming year ‘we anticipate further growth in sales

* and profits with 2 proportionately greater increase in profits.

s ‘i".‘:Ti



HIGHLIGHTS OF HISTGRY AND BUSINESS

Scientific Chemical Treatment Co., Inc, a Delaware Corporation,

formed November 5, 1965, is engaged in the buying, processing, disposing of,
and selling of off-specification or contaminated chemical and industial by-
products. Through its subsidiary, Eastern Industrial Corp., it collects and
disposes of industrial wastes; and through its subsidiaty, Kin Bue, Inc., it
operates a site for disposal of refuse. Your Management Team collectively
has over 50 gears’ experience in the by-product market development field. In
fact, our C :

jersev State Public Health Department’s Task Force Committee for recom-
mending the proper procedure for the disposal and treatment of waste
chemicals. o :

Following is a brief description of the Company’s divisioiis:

CHEMSOL CHEMICAL MARKETING DIVISION . .

" This division, the former Research and Development Division of
Chemsol, Incorporated, was originated in 1948 by Dr. Mzhan to do research
on and develop matkets for chemical by-prodicts. It had an 18-year fecord

of successful development of markets for by:products. Although both the

Chemsol Chemical Marketing Division and the North Jersey Refining
Division deal in by-products, the latter division primarily recovers such
products while Chemsol is primarily engaged in developing markets for the
_recovered products. : ,

- NORTH JERSEY REFINING DIVISION

This division was originally formed in 1962 by unaffiliated persons as
the North Jersey Refining Co., Inc. It was acquired by your Company in
November 1965. This division recovers usable products, primarily from used
solvents and off-specification by-products. It primarily renders this service for
non-affiliated customers who fumish the material and avail themselves, for
a fee, of the distillation services performed by this division. It is also active
in the purchasing of such materials from which reusable solvents are récovered
and then sold for its own account.

In addidon to distillation units with a capacity for distilling in excess
of 150,000 gallons of solvents per month, the division has adequate tankage
for the storage of crude and rehned ma.ter_i_aljs'sAs ' W b the sock
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~ KIN BUC, INC.

~ During April 1966, the Company formed a wholly-owned subsidiary,
Kin Buc, Inc, to acquire two contracts and cerain operating equipment
previously owned by Kin Buc Sanitary Landfll, Inc. This division continues
to operate the refuse disposal facility on a site in Edison, N. J. and, in
general, handles refuse from approximately 13 different towns in Central
ersey. We are doing considerable work in evaluating the industrial disposal
usiness and are pleased to report that our Kin Buc operation is progressing

steadily.

" EASTERN INDUSTRIAL CORP.

ized Industrial Waste Removal Unit
e As a result of our evaluation

work done for Kin Buc on indus-
tnal disposdl, we felt we were
ready and should expand into di- -
rect collection and disposal opera-
tions. Therefore, in October we
purchased Eastern Iridustrial Corp.

" of Philadelphia. This Company
* operates.a fleet of approximately
20 . specialized trucks, together
- with some 600 containers ranging
in size from one yard to 40 yards.
The Company has been in busi-
s i als ness for over 10 years and was for

sale because the owner wished to retire. Eastern Industrial serves Philadelphia,
Eastern Pennsylvania, Southern New Jersey, Delaware, and the surrounding

- ‘termitory.

PRIVATE FINANCING

Your Management realized that the progress and expansion contem:
plated for the several divisions required additional capital and personnel.
Accordingly, in June 1967, your Company sold 1o the investment house of
Allen & Company, New York, 100,000 shares of “investment stock” for the
same price as the original public offering. Also, $58,000 of debt owed to one
of the directors was converted into 29,000 shares of stock at the same time.
This sale and conversion, plus-the retained earnings, had the effect of almost
doubling our equity base.



